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,Abstiact

The extent of similaritied and di rences among educable ben-

tally retarded, learning disabled, and emotionally disturbed children
.

has been the subject of some research. Teachers in this investigation

were asked to provide information regarding the children 1.n their

classes and some of their program activities; equal numbers of-leach

'litype of teacher were sampled on two occasions. An analysis of the,,

results indicated many similarities and some differences among the

teacher responses.. A dispassion ofthe finding is presented.

4.
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Classroom Perspectives of LD and Other

Special Education Teachers

Educational progvms.for exceptional children traditionally have

been organfeed on a ca gorical basis; that is, h dren thought to

exhibit one type of han have been rouged with other similariidis-

abled children. This servi e.del very by category. odel has led to a

similar organization of'feacher training progr- and state certification

practices (Forness, 1976; Hallahan & Kauffman, 1976; Lilly, 1977). Only

20 percent of the states currently award certification in a noncategorical

manner (Belch, 1979). % <e-.

As indicated by Belch, the "idea of camprehejsive teacher training

and noncategorical teacher certification is certainly not new" (p. 129).

In fact, Laycock (1934) advocated the training of educational diagnosticians

without regard to- various categorical programa of instruction, and Lord

(1956,) indicated that special education services shoulddbecame less "bogged

down" with categories and apparent differenCes between them, and more in-

volved with comprehensive, inclusive programming.

Recently, the noncategorical perspective tas begun to re -ewer

(Forness, 1974,-1976; Lilly, 1977; Reynolds 51,,Bald*?, 1972). Hallahan

and Kauffman (1976) have suggested that this is due to the limited utility

(froman instructional perspective) of categOrical groupings; they argued °

that many children within the tajorkspeciA education categories respond

to similar teaching methods and that teachers generally deal with behaviors
-

4 that lap considerably among categories. They sggest that, every-

thing else "being eqmal, the ED hyperactive child wit -a figure7ground

rever71 problem, the LD hyperactive child with a figure-ground reversal
t
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problem, and the EMRhyperactive chid with a fig)fe-ground reversal

problem will all'be taught in the saline manner" (p 35)'. In a survey of

state directors of education and certification, Belch (1179) found that'

11 states had a "comprehensive" type certificate and 12 more were "headed

In that direction."

1.8." 1

In spite of the efforts to represent the majority of handicapped

children within a noncategorical frame of reference, most states still t

util ze separate definitions for learning disabled (LD), educable mentally
, .

retarded (EMR), and emotionally disturbed (ED) children pstein, allinan, ,-

& Sabatino, 1977; Mercer, Forgnone,'& Wolking, 19'76; Neisworth & Smith,

1978) and cert fy teachers accordingly (Belth, 1979). Mentally retarded

children ar- differentiated froM6:and LD children by aberrant intelligence
,, L

, (IQ)-,cores while e c ories of ED shut LD are seen as different based

upon th types of behiol:ss"-ERought to be most characteristic of each.
/ 1 \

. .
1,-)

important to note that many researchers feel. thereAgain, however,vit is

are more ilarities
.

than differences be Oen the categories, reg,rdless

li rof defin ns (Forness, 1974; pallahan & 4famn, 1977; Neisworth &

Grear,s1975;.0'Grady, 1974).
'N

research has examined similarities and differences among the

three major special education -tategories. Becker (1978) investigated

petformance differinces between "educationally handicapped" (i.e., ED and

LD) ankeducable mentally retarded children. Several areasof difference
I

0 --were .identified; however, it vas.suggested that-theie differences were

likely,due to the IQ and mental age scoresbeing di5prent for the chil-
1 6 j

dren
\

studied. Gajar'(1979) also "analyzed characteristics, across care-

gories, attributed to. children identified as educable mentally retarded,

a *
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learning aabled, and emotionally disturbed" (p. 470). Again, EMR chil-

dren were found to have lower measured IQ scores. Some differences were

indicated in achievement scores among the categorical groups. However,

.

.... ,e,

_m an abundance'of statistical power (number of subjects greater than 100

>
in each grew) may hive rendered the dfferenes trivial; that is, lesalb

N..

than a unit difference separated all the ,scores.

The identification of IQ difference among the three categories of

handicapped children should be expected; n fact, intelligence scores

are the prima basis for differential definitions as lied to. E1IR and LD

or ED children. The extent toiwhich defipitional diffe`fhices result in '

differfintiala titles and behaviors within classroois still remains

undefined after the studies of.Becker and Gajar have been completed.

In studying teacher behaviors, Bryan and Wheeler (1976) reported ,

that teachers Of normal children talked to groups%of children more often
. ,

than "special")teacherssdid; they preys ted some evidence for commonality°

of. teacher i erections In special asses. In anothe\study, Drabo,,,

)

Yoshida, Reill , and' Reilly (11978) observed similar "patterns of teacher-i
4. '

student in actisn" in the classrooms of "educable mentally retarded and

'educationa y"Handicapp children"; teachers o Mildly handicapped children

seemed to be aye simil rly toward thelf-Ituden s. Sherry*nd egozzine

(1979),obs rl that th classroom behaviors of EHR d ED children were

sim1144 whe

(1979)'foun

the studencts were in resource or regular classrooms.. Sherty

thai-the behavior...of emotionally handicapped; LIZ, and El R

children was ar.in resource rooms but di ferent in regular'classrooms.

While several s udies have shown that differennces exist between "exceptional"

children and normal' children (Bry 6 Bryan, 1975; Harrison; Bufoff:

1 ,

I
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& Greenberg, 1975), few studies have investigated classroom behavior

and/or teachingvariables.that might differentiate the categorical

groups.
A

Tge purpose of this research was to ascertain the extent to which

teachers of exceptional children responded differently to loquestionnair

041..

t designed to collbt information aboilt their educational Programs. It wa

hypothesized that there would be no differenaes in the responses Pf LD,

EMR, and ED resource room teachers with regard to various educational as-

pects of.their classrooms. Whilsiwit was redognized that written responses

of achers might be limited in termsof their applicabilidy to actual

practice, the'nature of the research was judged preliminary and this

limitation was accepted.

Method

Data weie collected on two different occasions from two groups of

special ed amion teachers. The second group co tituted a replication

t
I

sample of e first.

Subjects

1

I

Ninet' five special education teachers from the Alachua C unty.School
.

.System volunteered to participate in the questionnaire study; he responses

of 25 LD, EMR, and ED teaches were randomly seleCted for further study.

Each of the selected each s was certified in-the are Ire was cur-It

rehtly teaching, 85% of the subjects re femge,45% we immried, and

17% were black. .Chi square analysia4suggested,that the distributions of.. .

teacher sex, marl 1 status,, gt ra( ere distributed similarly among

the.categorica classrooms. The average a e of the participants was 29.7
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years and the average number of years teaching experience was 5.7; no

differences were indicated in these variables among LD,.EfR, and ED teachers.

This group the rePlidat)ion sample.

venty-live-{ 25 ED,ILD, and EMR) special education teachers

from Ala ,County had already participated in a questionnaire' survey

refTting their classes and teaching practices. The de jraphic-character-

IP
istics of this first group were quite similar to those of the replication

sample: "78% were female, 53% were married, and 13% were black. The

)1verage age of the subjects,was 28.2 yelrs, and the average number of years

teaching experience was 5.2. No differences were indicated in any of these

variables when comparisons were made according to types of children taught.

Procedure
1.

A questionnaire was developed Ito obtain-information about the edu-

cationalcational program of each teacher; it included several general contentareas.
\

The first section contained a series of statements o objeives that could

be applied to resource room programming for exceptional children. 'Three

of the statementliappeared in the same form on the questionnaires. clistri-

buted to each oup of teachers; these included the followidg:

'In resou ce room programming for [the type'children being taught
by the teoponding teacher] it is (very/not very) important...

1. To enable the child to learn in the-basic education program.
,

2. To reduce inappropriate types of behavior in/normal circumstances.

4

3. To provide"appropriate'educational intervenquons as determined
by the student's p esent needs in the affective domain.

'Ile teachers were ask d to"indicate how important (1 ir not vei7 important

to 5 very import ) each objective was to their current peagMiming
A

effor s.

10
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Thenext questionnaire section requested inform'Stion about the

student population, the total number of children set"( each, grade

level,fhe amounts of time spent in attendance by tXose children Airing

ir the day, and the length of time since placement; responses were obtained

through short-answerquestions. The teachers also were asked to indicate

whether they saw a relationship between the number of years of plaarnt
----..

, 40.

and the amount of time a child was currently spendiTurin their program:

In addition, information was collected on the number of children to be

dismissed or involved in more intensive programming.

The final section included questions about the actual resource room

program. Each teacher was asked to select the best-descriptor of

orientati(4)toward working with a speWic group of exceptional children.

TI e teac so provided estimaeeof'the percentage of time they spent

(or should

the most frequently tilized teaching activ&tiee from a Hat of twenty

techniques.

academic or other curriculum area,, and they indicated

.

A-series o esearl h questions was formulated toOetermine the extent

to which resource teachers Of-exceptional hildren responded similarly

regarding their teaching perspectives. The allowing areas of interest

were investigated.

1. Relative importance of the three general objectives.

. Number of children served.

Length of time of service.

I

Relatidnship between time of service ald type of hatAdicap.

5. importance specific teachimPactiv #

6. Allocation of teaching time to sele

11

d teaching areas.,
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7. ,Teach 's general prognosis for his/her .chdldren.

Response of the two samples of teachers to the questionnaire were

analyzed separately. The level of significance for all tests was set at

0.01. All.comparisons Were made among the three types of teachers;

that is, responses of LD, EARL, and ED teachers were compared on responses

made on two different occasions.

c Results

rn general, analyses of pi results obtained from administration of

the questionnaire to sepait 1n samples indicated consi tenteresPoddine

patterns. The prese9,tation of result,/ has been organ zed with regarct to

the seven questions of interest;similaritiesqetween results for.each

sample should be assumed unless' otherwise indicated.

General Objectives
.

In the initial sample, teachers c6. EARL children felt it was lees.,.,

.

.

___ ,7 4 . . , ...

important (R - 4.3) to "ghat:4i 1\ohild to learn in thebasic,edubation

prdgram" than did teachers of

LD teachers' ratings were ,pot

No Differences were indicated

emotionally disturbed children qt
.f

differentffrom thoae of ED or'kik

14.9);

teachers.

.orterice"Aamong the teacher grolipi in ?the imp

C ') 4

of reducins inappropriate behavior or providing interventions based bn a
A

child's afiLotiss needs.

The ratings from eal,re4lication sample were different only with
40 -

.regard to the importance oi enabling children to learn'in the basicw

educatioryirogram.. ,Teachers of)kotional

objective op less important a mg 4.4) th

teachers who rated it similarly.: 'Agatq

in relative importance of d

ly dtfturbedighildren rated this
°

an LD (leis 4:6) or. En -(l -4.3)

-

no '4ifierences wereTindicated'

with inappropriate behavibr or
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affective needs.

Number of Children Served

Teachers of LD, EMR, and ED children reported serving approximately

the same numbers of children. Enrollments in LD tended to to higher,

but all obtained differences were not statistically significant.

Length Of Services-'

In the initial sample more ED and LD children received services for

30 to 60 minutes, whaled! children received instruction for'120 min

ites more often. In the replication sample, fewer E#children and More

LD children received 30 to 60 minutes of instruction and more ED children

received 120 minutes of time in the resource rooms. LD children seemed

to consistently receive less instruction.

Time in Program-vs. Time in Class

Approximately 70% of the teachers Apal both samples felt there was

no relationship between the number of years of:placement in the program

and-the amount of time the. child was. currently. being seen; this pattern

was similar for LD, EMR, and ED teachers (X2 = 0.13, 3.71, p > .01). For

those teachers who felt there, was a relationship between years of place

merit and current to if recently placed,.LD, EMR, and ED teachers also

responded similarly (X 0.0, 1.75, 2 > .01).

Specific Teaching Activities

Teachers were asked to indicate the five most frequently used teaching

activities practiced in their classrooms; the following differences were

found:

1. Teachers of EAR children taught manners more than teachers

of LD children; no differences were indicated between ED

teachers' responses and those of other teachers.

13

a



f

2. Teachers of EMR children indicated less conferencing oath

regular classroom teacherb than did teachers of LD and ED

children.

3. Teachers of EMR children indicated using more pre-vocational

training in their programs than did other teachers.

4. Teachers of LD'children used remediatimi of process deficits

more than ED teachers; no differences were indicated between

EMR teachers' responses and those of other teachers.

Teachers of LD children indicated less use of everyddy.

learning skills activities than teachers of .ED children;

no-differences.were indicated between responses of EMR

teachers and others.

While selected differencOs were indicated for certain "teaching activities,"

the use of most activities was reported to be similar for the three groups

of teachers. For example,.no differences were indicated in repbrted use

of values clarification, remedial reading, science prb/ects, life space

'4nterviews, handwriting inforMation, tole playing, language/communication

training; individual academictutOring, and other related activities (i.e.,

arts and crafts, physical education).

Allocation of Time.

Teacgrs were asked toindicate the percentage of time they .spend and

should spend in academic and social training. No differences were indi-

cated in the amount of time spent in either .of these areas; the initial

/ ,

sample reported spending approximately, 55% of their time with "academics"

and 18% with "social" activities. The replication sam0.e'reported spending

61% of their time with "academics" and 18Z with "social" activities.

14
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In general., teachers felt less than 20% pf theif time should be

spent with "social" activities and about 50% with "acadmics." One

exception was in the ItOtial sample in which ED teachers indicated

they should spend 37% of their time with academics while LD (56%) and

EMR (552) reported similar percentages.

General Prognosis 3

Teachers_were asked to indicate the number of students they'feit

- would be disMissed at.the end of the school year; the number who'would

need more intensive prqpramming, and the average remaining'time in

program ( .e., months of:service) for children likely to return theme

following year. No Aferendes were indiCated among the three groups

of teachers', responses to these,questions regarding prognosis.

Discussion

Teachers in this investigation were asked to provide Information
4

regarding the children in their classes somesome of the program activities

used in teaching them; equal numbers of teachers of EMR, and ED chil-

dren were sampled on two Occasions. In general, teaches' responses

to the questionnaire items were similar For example; they responded

alike when asked about the importance of affective needs of children, and

the need to reduce inappropriate behaviors. 'Approximately the same numbers

of children werereported_in all levels of LD, EMR, and ED programs, and

the length of time in:the program was similarly related'to the current

time of service for all groups. Teachers also indicated spending about

the same amount of time villa pi;trticular types.of material,(i.e., academic

*vs. social) and teaching activities (i.er remedial instruction, life-

'

-,space interviews, etc.). No differences were indicated in the prognostic

15
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statements made4 by. teachers of LD, EMR, or ED teachers;:

Those-areas in which differences occurred tended to be more related

to servicedelivery.than general practice. For example some tiaches

initicated that EMR and ED children 4pent more: time. in'their classes; LD

child7en tended to be seen'for'30 to 60 minutes more often than Were the
-

other cbhdren. Teachers of -EMR children 4ndicated using aging 4iifferent

teaching activities more often-than other teachers (e.4., .teaching manne26,
8

less regular class conferencing, pre-vocational training) while LD teachers

were 'more -inVolved in remediation of process deficits' and less' involved in

teaching Omer - earning skills than'ED teachers.

,While the results of this investigation are'limited in that only

responses were sampled, they supportthe validity ofteachers' written

Hal han and Kauffman (1976) fhai.teaching\practiCes
. .

the allegation'by Ia

for excepticroal children overlap. Before definitive statements are made,

. however more detailed analyses of actual.teaching practiteerclearly are

warranted. Should it `be found that similar/ities outweigh differ ces among

teachers. of mildly handicapped youngsters, implications for teacher training

institutions and programs will be evident.

'6
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